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JUNE  BASE  PRICE  $3.62  f  u  s.  ( 


Dairy  farmers  will  receive  a  base  price  of  $3.62  for  June  deliveries  of  Grade  A 
base  milk  to  handlers  under  the  South  Bend-LaPorte,  Indiana,  milk  order.  The 
base  price  is  based  upon  a  butterfat  test  of  3.5  percent  and  will  be  adjusted  by 
a  differential  of  7.1  cents  for  each  one-tenth  percent  that  tests  vary  above  or 
below  the  3.5  percent  standard. 

JUNE  EXCESS  PRICE  $3.06 


June  deliveries  of  Grade  A  excess  milk  to  handlers  under  the  South  Bend-LaPorte, 
Indiana,  milk  order  will  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  $3.06  per  hundredweight  for  3.5 
percent  milk  and  adjusted  by  the  same  differential  of  7.1  cents  as  is  used  for 
base  milk.  These  minimum  prices  are  subject  to  a  3  cent  per  hundredweight  market¬ 
ing  service  deduction,  together  with  authorized  hauling  charges  and  the  3  percent 
transportation  tax  on  hauling.  For  comparative  purposes,  a  uniform  price  of 
$3-51  per  hundredweight  was  computed.  This  is  5  cents  less  than  the  May  price 
and  1|2  cents  less  than  the  uniform  price  of  a  year  ago. 

PRODUCER  RECEIPTS 


Producer  receipts  were  3.58  percent  less  on  a  daily  basis  than  in  May,  even  with 
an  increase  of  twenty  seven  producers  on  the  market.  The  average  daily  delivery 
per  farm  was  down  36  pounds  per  day,  or  6  percent  from  May  deliveries. 

CLASS  I  SALES 


Class  I  sales  were  off  8.75  percent  from  May,  but  were  still  almost  5  percent 
higher  than  last  June.  However,  the  decline  in  Class  I  sales  from  May  to  June 
in  1956  was  only  5*19  percent,  while  this  year  it  was  8.75  percent. 

STATISTICS  ON  BULK  TANKS 


A  comparison  of  surrounding  markets  as  of  January  1957  is,  as  follows: 

No.  of  Bulk  Percent  of  Ave.  Daily  Delivery  Bulk  Deliveries 

Market  Tank  Producers  All  Producers  of  Bulk  Producers  as  %  of  Total 

„  . .  ~  .  ~  '  Deliveries 
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UTILIZATION  AND  CLASSIFICATION  OF  MILK 


June  1957 

June  1956 

Reported  Data 

Audited 

Data 

Product 

Butt erf at 

Product 

Butt erf at 

CLASS  I 

Milk 

Pounds 

Pounds 

Pounds 

Pounds 

8,50U,383 

300,702 

8,469,663 

298,498 

Skim  Milk 

95,951* 

34 

129,050 

26  9 

Fortified  Skim  Milk 

1,049,020 

21,000 

538,212 

10,497 

Buttermilk 

168,937 

1,216 

182,768 

1,129 

Flavored  Milk  &  Drink 

227,667 

5,977 

273,690 

7,067 

Cereal  Mixture 

258,253 

31,105 

227,792 

27,705 

Coffee  Cream 

18,657 

3,750 

23,269 

4,629 

Whipping  Cream 

25,655 

8,781 

23,915 

8,389 

Sour  Cream 

11,279 

2,178 

11,332 

2,169 

Total  Class  I  Utilization 

Io73‘5978o“5 

377743 

“97679791  “ 

360,352 

Add:  Class  I  Shrinkage 

80,967 

6,329 

35,1*1*0 

3,51*7 

Subtract:  Other  Source  Receipts 

—  - 

•  mm 

405,264 

17,616 

Subtract:  Overage 

470 

— 

1,022 

— 

Net  Class  I 

10,440,302 

361,072 

“  '9,60H,665 

366,283 

CLASS  II 

Used  to  Produce  Cottage  Cheese 

1,31*2,575 

13,038 

825,837 

7,961 

Subtract:  Other  Source  Receipts 

— 

—  — 

-  — 

—  — 

Subtract:  Overage 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Net  Class  II 

1,31*2,575 

"  13,038  ” 

625,637 

7,961 

CLASS  III 

Class  III  Products 

5,879,71*5 

250,249 

4,646,550 

192,386 

Inventory  Variation 

111, 631 

2,095 

(201,046) 

(9,289) 

Total  Class  III  Utilization 

7,997376  ' 

'252,34.4 

4,465,504 

1837695'' 

Add:  Class  III  Shrinkage 

197,923 

11,660 

142,712 

7,614 

Subtract:  Other  Source  Receipts 

115,000 

11,267 

1,043,719 

37,322 

Subtract:  Overage 

2,728 

76 

2,715 

— 

Net  Class  III 

6,077571 

252,661 

3,561,786 

153,387" 

TOTAL  PRODUCER  RECEIPTS 

17,857,7.8 

666,771  " 

13,876,566 

507,631 

MISCELLANEOUS  INFORMATION 

June  1957 

May  1957 

June  1956 

Total  Production 

17,857,448# 

19,136,644# 

13,863,608# 

Average  Daily  Production 

595,248# 

617,311# 

462,120# 

June  1957  Prod.  Compared  With  - 

— 

-  3.58% 

/2Q.8l% 

Number  of  Producers 

1,055 

1,028 

985 

Daily  Herd  Production 

564# 

600# 

469# 

Ave.  Test  of  Producer  Milk  Received 

3.62186% 

3.76852% 

3.65825% 

Ave.  Price  3.5%  Milk 

$  3.51* 

$  3.56^ 

$  3.93* 

Base  Price  3.5%  Milk 

$  3.62 

$  3.70 

$  4.15 

Excess  Price  3.5%  Milk 

$  3.06 

$  3.07 

$  3.04 

Chicago  92  Score  Butter 

$  .59375 

$  .59375 

$  .59125 

Class  I  Sales 

10,359,805# 

11,731,513# 

9,871,286# 

Class  I  Daily  Average 

345,327# 

378,436# 

329,043# 

June  1957  Sales  Compared  With  - 

— 

-  8.75% 

/  4.95% 

Total  Value  Paid  Producers 

$643,460.84 

$720,138.88 

$562,401.99 

Ave.  Monthly  Milk  Check  Per  Farm 

$  609.92 

$  700.52 

$  570.97 

Ave.  Daily  Milk  Check  Per  Farm 

$  20.33 

$  22.60 

$  19.03 

Producer  Butt erf at  Differential 

$  .071 

$  .071 

$  .071 

*  This  price  for  comparison  only. 
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